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We repeat, this proposed amendment has
no place in the Constitution,

[From the Cedar Rapids Gazette, Apr. 15,
19661]

Tur Bie CITy MYTH

An argument heavily relied on by pro-
ponents to sell the Dirksen amendment on
legislative apportionment is that the big
cities will take over the government in each
state if the Supreme Court’s one-man, one-
vote decision is not repealed or modified.

Even a cursory examination of the facts
exposes this argument as a full-blown myth,
whether legislators are elected from single-
member, or multimember, districts.

Arizona’s House of Representatives offers a
good example because it was one of the few In
any State to be apportioned on a population
basis before the Supreme Court’s declsion was
handed down.

There are 80 members in Arizona’s House
and exactly half come from single-member
districts in the 'largest county, Maricopa,
where the largest city, Phoenix, is located.
Another 17 represent the second largest
county, Pima, with the second largest city,
Tucson. So, between them these 2 big-
county, big-city delegations could outvote
the rest of the State 57 to 23 and would con-
trol every piece of legislation introduced, ac-
cording to the Dirksen amendment pro-
ponents.

But the record shows that the delegations
from these two counties have seldom agreed
on anything since Phoenix was made the
capital city. Moreover, Maricopa County’s 40
representatives (or Pima County’s 17, for that
matter) seldom ever vote as & bloc on any
question. More often than not they split
every conceivable way on important issues.

This is because they represent different
jnterests and different political parties and
each has the same say-so as the next fellow
because each represents about the same
nuraber of people. So meither the big coun-
ties nor the big cities dominate in Arizona.

Even in Iowa, where the house delegations
from the two biggest counties (Polk with
Des Moines, Linn with Cedar Rapdis) were
elected at large, there is no evidence of big-
county, big-city domination that even closely
resembles the small-county, minority-rule
domination that existed, without objection
from most Dirksen amendment proponents,
for the first 60 years of this century.

The facts are that under one-man, one-
vote apportionment there seldom are big-
city, small-city, big-county or small-county
blocs. Instead, small minorities are formed,
usually on the basis of constituent, business,
personal, or area interests, to deal with each
substantive issue.

Minority A may favor a sales tax increase,
minority B an increase in the income tax,
and minority C an increase in luxury tax,
while minority D wants to hold the line on
all taxes and minority E wants to increase
the school aid appropriation.

When the sales tax increase bill comes up,
minorities B, C, and D, like small eddies in
a large pool, flow into enough of a tem-
porary majority to bheat it. Mission ac-
complished, - they swirl away from the
majority to reform into small minority
eddies. Then, when the bill to increase the
income tax comes, minorities A, C, and D
may flow together to block it unlegs minori-
ties B and E have enough strength to pass
it, ete.

And in each minority, one finds representa-
tives from big and small countles, - from

_ various areas of the State and from each
political party.

Under one-man, one-vote apportionment
the big city myth is exploded. So is the
equally full-blown myth that small counties
have no voice. It provides for each legisla-
tor to represent approximately the same
number of people as his fellow legislator,
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and has the same voting power, regardless of
where he lives,

So we agree with Dirksen amendment pro-
ponents who say “let the people decide.”
Under one-man, one-vote apportionment, the
people will decide, through thelr elected
representatives, every lssue coming before
each session of a legislature.

But the Dirksen amendment seeks to re-
store 1-man, 19-vote apportionment to
Towa—and restore apportionment of even
greater disparities to some other States.
That's another reason why it has no place
in the Constitution and should be defeated
by the Senate.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
should like to refer once again to the
questionnaire of political scientists which
has just been placed in the RECORD.

It is interesting that as long ago, I be-
lieve, as 2 years ago, the Gallup poll
questioned people throughout the coun-
try on their position on the Supreme
Court’s one-man, one-vote decision, and
this most highly respected and most
scientific of polls found that by an over-
whelming majority the people of America
supported the Supreme Court’s decision.

Now we find the political scientists, the
men whose lives are devoted to studying
government and specifically State and
local government and reapportionment
by a most decisive majority of 4 to 1 ap-
prove the Supreme Court’s decision and
disapprove any amendment such as Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 103, which is now
pending before the Senate, which would
set it aside in whole or in part.

Tt seems to me that this is convincing
and impressive testimony. Many people
might wonder, under these circum-
stances, why it is that the House voted so
strongly for the Tuck bill, which would
have stricken the Reynolds against Sims
one-man, one-vote decision, and that the
Senate, in its last vote, voted something
like 57 to 39 for another version of the
Dirksen amendment,

Mr. President, the answer, I think, is

that Members of the Senate are, of

course, very sympathetic with their good
friends who serve in State legislatures,
and very responsive to the feelings of
State legislators. This is natural, it is
predictable, it is understandable. As one
who has served in a State legislature, I
find myself in great sympathy with these
people, who are under pressure, and find
it is extremely difficult for them, without
destroying their careers or the careers
of good friends, to follow a one-man, one-
vote principle.

But I believe that Senators should re-
examine their positions, recognizing that
the position taken by the Supreme Court
is sound not only in the judgment of an
overwhelming majority of the people
when questioned, but also in the judg-
ment of the political scientists.

Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
the roll.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I sub-

Without
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mit that the most significant single issue
in the entire debate over the reappor-
tionment amendment is the extension of
the right of franchise involved in the
amendment’s provision that the people of
each State will have the opportunity, by
popular vote, to choose, within a well-de-
fined framework, between alternate plans
for the composition of their State legis-
latures.

This issue can be summarized very
simply in the phrase, “let the pcople de-
cide.”

T confess that it has been rather wryly
amusing to me, and I am sure to many of
my colleagues who share my strong feel-
ings in support of the amendment, to
note the rather defensive squirming evi-
denced by opponents over this basic fea-
ture of the amendment.

Tt is not easy for an elected public offi-
cial to take the position that he is op-
posed to the right of franchise; or, that
he believes that the same people who
have exhibited such sterling intelligence,
such superb sagacity, such inspired good
judgment, in electing him to office can-
not be trusted to exercise similar keen
percipience in voting on an issue of such
grave importance to them as the method
of choosing their State legislature.

Indeed, many of the opponents of the
reapportionment amendment have
chosen to avoid this embarrassing phase
of the issue—preferring instead to paint
dark pictures of alleged dangers such as
wholesale adoption of the rotten borough
system of merry old England or of city
slickers being conned into legislative
pigeon drops by flendishly clever rural
hayseeds, alvays forgetting that none of
these unlikely inequities could possibly
take place unless a majority of a State’s
people, voting on a one-man, one-vote
basis, approved them.

Mr. President, there should be at all
times during this debate firmly fixed and
borne in mind that the proposed amend-
ment in itself does not change the Su-
preme Court’s ruling in Reynolds against
Sims. Tt simply gives to the people of
each State an option to modify in a
limited way the Supreme Court’s inter-
pretation of the Constitution, subject to
a carefully worked out procedure de-
signed to safcguard the interests of the
governed. The procedure includes the
requirement for bicameral legislatures of
one house thereof remaining apportioned
solely on a population basis, as required
by Reynolds against Sims; the option to
the legislature to propose a plan for the
second house being apportioned on &
combination of population and area or
political subdivision; the necessity to
place such a proposed plan on the ballot
where it must be approved by popular
vote before it can become effective; and
the further requirement that there must
be a review by popular vote of such
action every 10 years.

Clearly, such a procedure makes pro-.
vision for deliberate, intelligent, and pru-
dent action on a fundamental policy
question by the very people who are most
directly concerned and affected thereby,
and who are most eminently entitled and
most qualified to determine issues of that
kind.
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And that brings us inmediately to the
fquestinon: Does one really believe that a
majority of a State’s people, under any
cireumstances, would vote to impose on
themselves, for a 10-year period. a lesis-
lative wpportionment aystem contrary to
their own best interest?

i uoe really believes that, then how
«¢an one yustify the belief that a majority
of o Hiate's neonle can comvetently
. Ior a 6-year period, the best
lificd person to represent their in-
s inn the U.S. Senate?

Jie fwo positions are incompatible, of
sourse. 1t is no wonder that few of
the opoonents of the reapportionment
amendment chonse to argue against the
principle. “let tie peonie decide.”

Bui Lhere are some opponents of the
amendment who do-—some peonle who
do allempt to justify, on philosophical
srounds, their unwillingness to extend
the right of franchise to the people on
{his important issue. I think their arcu-
ments deserve attention.

for example, the senior Senator from
[lineis | Mr. DoucrLas] has been quobed
in the Propressive magazine as stating
that:

Lruality of voting is an inalienahle right
and should not he tampered with. We should
uoh  submib a constitutional amendment
whizh would subtract from the innlienable

ighis oi American citizens. Citizens cannot

! themeselves into permanent indentured
servilude even though they do so contrac-
intrally.

We lind this eurious argument repeated
in tne views of several Senators contained
in the renort of the Committee on the
Judiciary. which reported Senate Joint
itesolution 103 to the full Senate:

Citizens  of this country cannot sell
theraselves into slavery. The degree of free-
dom of retigion and speech we enjoy have
never been considered proper subjects for
determination by referendum. Our inalien-
able rights are protected under the Consti-
ution, and they ultimately derive from. the
noral law.

‘i"here are so many things wrong with
his line of argument, that it is difficult to
dlecide which of its many inner contra-
dictions to refute first.

Citizens voting by orderly, established
brocess on a specific, well-defined pro-
posal in the secrecy of the voting booth
to not sell themselves into §lavery. They
determine thereby their own destiny in
fashion well approved by self-govern-
ment prineciples. To deny them that
opportunity in the present instance,
however, would in harsh reality subju-
siate them to slavery created by Supreme
Court decision if that decision were one
which the people did not want for their
respective States,  Let them have a
chance to decide whether they fawvor
thal decision or not. The Dirksen
winendment gives them a chance to do
0. Opponents would deny the people
Lhat opportunity.
LNALITNALLE RIGHTS UNDFER OUR CONSTITUTION

fio-called inalienable rights, derived
Irom morail law or natural law, have been
the subject of arpument by philosophers
since the beginning of time.

Our Declaration of Independence
states:
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We hold these truths to e self-evident,
that all men are created equnl. that they are
endowed by their Creator wilh certain in-
alienable rights, that among these are life,
liberty, and pursult of happin s,

Newhere in the Declarat:cn is the par-
ticular definition of “cquality of voting”
as based exclusively on cne man, one
vote listed as an inalicnalle right.

(At this point Mr, Hannis took the
chair ns Presiding Officer *

My, HRUSKA. Mr. President, nor is
this alleged inalienable right, which
several Senators imply is protected under
the Constitution, menticned in  that
dacument. To the contrary, the Con-
stitution specifically prescribes a very
different procedure to insure equality of
voting with respect to the composition
of the legislative branch of the Federal
Government—a  procedure which bal-
ances the one-man, one-voie concept in
the selection of one house with the
regional concept in the selcction of the
other house. This procedure, the prece-
dent for which is establishe in the Con-
stitution, is the very proced:ire which the
reapportionment amendrient  would
make possible in the composition of State
legislatures, providad the prople of any
State desire it.

Furthermore, the 10th amendment of
the Constitution, provides:

The powers nhot delegated tw the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it o the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.

Un:der this provision, the neople of the
United States alwavs have helieved they
pessessed the inalienable right to pattern
their Slate legislatures after the federal
syohern, if they so desired—und they did
have that inalicnalle right until g ma-
jority of the Supreme Court decided to
take il away.

Eut ii is instructive to remember that
the Court bascd its apportionment de-
cisions on an interpretatior of the 14th
armcndment to the Constitution. And
while many able constitutional au-
thorities and members of the Court itself
disagree with that interpreciation, it is
undeniably true that the 14th amend-
ment was not an original part of the
Counstitution, but like other :imendments
was added to it by the people themselves,
throupgh action of their State legisla-
tures.

I other words, if those who believe
vl Lueir particular definition of voting
cqualily is an‘inalienable rignt under the
Constitution, it is a right not determined
by morel law, but by the prople them-
selves.  And if the people decide that
they made a mistake, or that the Court’s
interpoetation of the intent of the 14th
smencment with respect to legislative
apportionment is a mistake, they have
the power and the right, under the
amendment procedure, to correct that
imnistake, and to assert for tl.emselves, if
lhey chwose, the prior inalicnable right
they possessed under the original Con-
stitution, to define voting equality in a
manner that is different from the defini-
tion scught to be imposed by others.

May I remind the Senale that the
people at one time adoptedi the 18th
amendment to the Constitution, then
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later decided that they had made a mis-
take; whereupon they adopted the 21st
amendment to correct that mistake. In
both instances they resorted to niticle
V of our Constitution providing arcend-
ment procedures. It cannot be plausibly
argued that the adoption of the 18th
amendment forever enshrined prohibi-
tion against the sale of alcoholie bover-
ages as an inalienable right and the Con-
gress should not have submicted the 21st
amendment to the State legislatures for
ratification because it would have sub-
tracted from that right.

INALIENABLE RIGITS UNDER TEH UNIVEISAL

DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

Anocther document dealing with in-
alicnable rights, to which the United
States has subscribed, is the Universal
Declaration of Human Right: adopted by
the 1948 General Assembly of the United
Nations.

This declaration cites an extensive list
of rights and frcedoms to which every-
one, in every country is entitled. Voting
rights are set forth as follows:

Article 21, (1) Everyone has the right to
take part in the government ot his country,
directly or through freely choscn represent-
atives,

And;

Article 21. (3) The will of the people shall
be the basis of the authority of government:
this will shall be expressed in periodic and
genuine elections which shall be by universal
and equal suffrage and shall be Lhield by secret
vote or by equivalent free voting proccdures.

Voting rights are not defined in the
Universal Declaralion of Human Rights
as an inalienable right not to be tam-
pered with; neither the U.S. Censtitution
nor the Universal Declaration enshrines
the exclusive procedure of ore man, one
vote as an inalienable right, as some
opponent would have us bclieve it is.
Indeed, the voting proccdures practiced
in the United Nations itself are distinctly
contrary to the Senator’s concept of equal
suffrage.

According to the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights—

The will of the people shall be the basis of
the authority of government—

That is the very basis-—the rationale—
of the reapportionment amerdment. Tt
is a restatement of the phrase, “let the
people decide”—truly an inalienzble
right which opponents of the amend-
ment would deny the people.

The opponents of the reapportionment;
amendment seem to be perfectly content
to entrust the matter of ile people’s
rights, not to the people themselves, but
to the transient majorities of courts.
What are we to make of their stateiment
“the degree of freedom of religion snd
speech we enjoy have never been con-
sidered proper subjeets for determina-
tion by referendum’?

The freedom of religion aiud the free-
dom of speech, of course, have ublerly
nothing to do with methods of voting
procedures in the apportionments of
State legislatures. Unlike the latter,
which are not specifically defined in our
Constitution, religious freedom and the
freedom of speech are specifically enun-
ciated in the Constitution. But as every-
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THE SITUATION IN VIETNAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr., President, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
4 additional minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, dur-
ing the past year, our Armed Forces, by
their sacrifices, gave a new lease on life
to the non-Communist military and
political structure of South Vietnam.
But let us not delude ourselves. That
new lease on life runs only so long as
U.S. support continues and, in present
circumstances, continues to grow.

Indeed, the price may be expected to
rise once again as a result of the current
chain of developments. Certainly, polit-
jcal changes since the death of President
Ngo Dinh Diem have tended to increase
the cost of support in terms of U.S. lives
and aid.

It has been said that the French lost
the war not in Indochina, but in Paris.
It has been implied, in parallel over-
simplification of this most complex prob-
lem, that if the present war is lost, it will
not be lost in Indochina but in the United
States and, more specifically, in Wash-
ington, and perhaps even in the Senate
of the United States. k.

I think it is about time to dispense
once and for all with glib assertions of
‘that kind. The great need is to probe
for the dimensions of this complex and
changing situation and for a rational
role for the United States. The reality
is that if Indochina is lost it cannot be

lost by the United States, which has

never possessed it, does not possess it
now, and would not possess it if it could.
The reality is that, in any meaningful
sense, Vietnam cannot be won or lost in
the United States or Washington. Nor
can it be won, in a final or an enduring
sense, by Americans in Vietnam who
have carried their difficult tasks at such
great sacrifice.

But if it comes to that, the future of
Vietnam can be won or lost in Saigon by
a failure of Vietnamese leadership and
by the continuing inadequacies of the
present politico-military structure. It
can be lost in Saigon, too, if we do not
exercise in this matter a wise restraing
against overeagerness fto help and in
this recent crisis President Johnson has
acted most commendably. It cannot be
said too often that in this day and age,
and in matters of political leadership in
particular, our efforts cannot be substi~
tuted for the efforts which must come
from others on behalf of thelr own
peoples.

To sum up, whatever their outcome,
recent events tell us that theye is trouble
in Vietnam. It is deeper and more com-
plex than we have heretofore been pre-
pared to acknowledge. We will do well,
now, to face up to that fact and to the
fact that we are deeply enmeshed in the
trouble. We may be prepared to let
alone these inner conflicts in South Viet~
nam, but they will not 1t us alone. They
ma¥ appear peripheral to us in view of
the emphasis which has been given to
other aspects of the problem. In facf,
they may have very little to do with the
war in which our forces are engaged.
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But the fact is, too, that they are In-
separable from that war from the Viet-
namese point of view., Indeed, for many
in South Vietnam, the present difficul~
ties are more central to the problems of
Vietnam than the war.

We can ignore these considerations
only at the risk of turning the war in
Vietnam into one which is, at best, irrele-
vant to the people of Vietnam and, at
worst, one in which their hostility may
readily be enlisted against us., ‘We had
better recognize, instead, that these re-
cent manifestations of schisms in Viet-
nam lend added emphasis to the validity
of the President’s policy. He has de-
signed that policy to serve U.S. interests
by an active and continuing search for
negotiations in an effort to end the war
and so contain our involvement in Viet-
nam within reasonable limits.

It bears repeating, thcrefore, at this
time that there is only one really basic
factor which from the point of view of
U.S. policy is essential to a prompt end
to the conflict by negotiations and to the
withdrawal of U.S. Forces. That fac-
tor has been described, In effect, time
and again by the President, and without
“ifs,” “and,” or “buts.” That factor is
the establishment of conditions, through
negotiations, which will assure and safe-
guard an authentic and free choice to
the people of South Vietnam as to their

political future and as to their ultimate

relationship with North Vietnam. That
and that alone is the objective of the
United States military effort and the
President’s policy.

It is most unfortunate that neither
the United Nations nor the Cochairmen
of the Geneva Conferences—that is the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union—
or other participants thercin have been
able to bring about negotiations looking
to a peaceful solution along these lines.
It may be, as the Soviet Union and others
have said, that conditions do not exist
at this time which permit them to take
an initiative for negotiations. But it
may also be that efforts to bring about
negotiations may be pressed more use-
fully elsewhere than either through the
Geneva conferees or the United Nations.
It may be that negotiations should be
sought with greater vigor precisely in
the region where the proximity of the
conflict lends a greater sense of urgency
to the necessity for its settlement.

It has been sald many times and, in my
judement, correctly, that a just setftie-
ment of the Vietnamese conflict by nego-
tiations would serve the interests of this
Nation as well gs other nations which
are either painfully involved or threat-
ened with involvement. If that is the
case, then perhaps there is something to
be said for a direct confrontation across
a peace table between ourselves and
Hanol, Peking, and such elements in
South Vietnam as may be essentlal to
the making and keeping of a peaceful
settlement in that region. :

Certainly, there would be no better
place to locate a peace table of this kind
than in Japan or Burma or some other
proximate and appropriate Asian setting.
It 1s not in Europe but in Asla and the
United States where the pain of the war
is felt. It is In Asia where the implica~-

now be—directly
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tions of this war are most grim. It is
in Asia where other nations are imme-
diately threatened by its spread. It is,
in short, in Asia, where the peace must be
made and kept. It may well be, there~
fore, that it is in Asia where peace must
and vigorously—
sought.

/ Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the majority leader yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD, Iyield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As one who has
followed this problem as closely as he
can, what the Senator said makes a great
deal of sense.

Is it not also true, in the Senator’s
opinion, that tb have negotiations of
that kind, the South Vietnamese must
have a government of their own which
can join in negotiations, and in which
government the people of South Viet-
nam must have enough confidence so
that they will support anything that
comes out of negotiations by negotiators
of their government?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct. Of course, there are elements
to be considered in South Vietnam, such
as the Catholics, the Buddhists, the Cao
Dai and the Hoa Hao, which over the
past several weeks have been involved
in the difficulties of the present govern-
ment in Saigon. They should all be
considered, these elements within South
Vietnam.,

Mr. SALTONSTALL. But we cannot
negotiate in Japan or Burma, as the
Senator said, with Hanoi, Peking, or any-
body else unless the South Viethamese
have their own negotiators representing
their government and that government
has some stability.

Mr. MANSFIELD: The Senator .is
correct.
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yleld to the Sen-
ator from Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY of New York in the chair). How
much time does the Senator request?

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I request
3 minutes or such time as I might need.

In regard to what the Senator from
Massachusetts has said, I think it is quite
obvious that conditions in the South
Vietnam Government will either become
much better or worse within the next few
weeks, and we hope they will be much
better.

I would endorse the suggestion of the
Senator from Montana as to the South-
east Asian Conference. '

It appears that the combatants in this
war have subscribed to the terms of the
Geneva Conference as the basis for set-
tlement.

But the reason there has been no re-
convening of the Geneva Conference is
that Russla, being the cochairman with
Great Britain, has refused to join with
Great Britain in the calling of this Con-
ference in an effort to settle the war in
Vietnam.

I see no reason why other countries
conecerned should any longer wait upon
the desires of Russia, whatever they may
be. Sometimes it appears that Russia
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arpaid, or member of any munieipal board,
agency committee or commission shall -

“Directly or indirectly use or attempt to use
his position to secure any preferential or
unlawful rizhts, benefits, advantages or
privileges for himse!f or for others.

“Directly or indirectly engage in any busi-
ness, transaction, public or private, or pro-~
lessional activity, or shall have a financial or
other persnnal interest, direct or indirect,
which is in actual or potential conflict with
the proper discharge of his duties.

“Disclose or use confidential information
concerning the municipality to promote the
iinancial or other private interest of himself
or others.

“Accept any gift, whether in the form of
service, loan, thing, or promise, from any
persom, tirm, or corporation which to his
knowledge is interested directly or indirectljly
In any manner whatsoever in business de@l-
ings with the municipality and over Wh}ch
husiness dealings he has power to take or in-
fluence official action.

VOTING LIMITS

“Vote for the adoption or defeat of any
Iagislation or for the payment or nonpay-
ment of any indebtedness owed or allegedly
owed by this town in which he has a direct
or indirect personal pecuniary or private in-
Lerest.

“Tepresent, any private interest before any
agency or hoard of the municipality to the
detriment of the municipality or for the pur-
pose of personal gain, or in any litigation in
which the municipality is a party.

“Accept other employment or professional
stadniers, or the promise thereof, that might
reasonably contlict with the performance of
his official duties, or that might reasonahly
tend to impair his independent or impartial
Judgment or action in the exercise or per-
fermance of his offilical duties.”

Annther section would prohibit officials
wito have any direct or indirect financial
interest, in any transaction or contract he-
fore the munieipality from voting or delib-
erating on the matter.

HECEPTIONS

Loeal officinls also would bhe barred from
tnvolvement, or investment in any business
“which will impair, or reasonably tend to im-
pair, his judgment or action in the exercise
ol his officinl duties.”” There would be no
prohibition against investing in national se-
curities registered under the Federal Secu-
rities Exchange Act, in shares of a federally
repistered investment company or in securi-
ties of a repistered public utility holding
company.

Fhe cude proposes the creation of a local
board of ethies to supervise the program.
The suggested makeup is five memhers, one
named by the mayor and four by the munici-
pal council.  One member would have to be
2 lawyer, but none could hold any other of-
fice or employment in the municipal:ty.

1The board wonld issue advisory opinions
when questions nn potential conflict. of in-
ierest are raised by any municipal agency
or emnloyae,

[UNARINGS ASKED

I sworn compisinis are made against any
wificial or employee, the bhoard would conduct
@ public hearing and make a decision on
whether there was improper action. If the
board rinds impropriety, the municipal coun-
cil then wonld decide whethoer to censure,
suspend, or fire the nfficial or emplayee.

Kuttner concedes that the field of conflict
ol interest legislation hag always been a kind
of political no man’'s land. But he said he
1% hopetul the Jaycees campaign will help to
break down this traditional resistance. He
reported that 10 communities already have
udopted similar legislation.

T 1964, Kuttner participated in an attempt
to get the State league of municipalities to
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adopt officially a modsl code ol ethies for
bresentation to its nearly 600 member mu-
nicipalitles. Tt ran into a dead end.

PROTECTION OF PARKLAND

Mr. CASE. Mr. Fresident, o few days
ago, as I have done before, T utrged Brig.
Gen. C. M, Tuke, Engineer-Cornmissioner
of the District of Columbia, to place in a
tunnel the entire leg of a freevway sched-
ulzd to run through West Potomac Park,
one of the most important anc beautiful
parks in the Nation.

Immediately following my statement, a
Fedeval roads official publicly attacked
the tunneling coneept, saying it should
be avoided heecause i is expensive and
impairs a motorist’s view of the local
scenery. According to a newsoaper ac-
count, he added:

I*arks are not developed for Tandscape
architects or for the exclusive us: of a few
peeple living near them, or even for the
heads of park departments—and .after read-
ing this morning’s paper, perhap: I should
say “Not for U.S. Senators, either. "

Apnarently he belicves that varks are
for one thing only—-providing more space
for highways. The whole range of needs
of the urban human bring are of no ac-
count; the only thing that matters is that
the motorist’s view be y nobstructed. But
what sort of a view of anything does the
motorist ret while traveling tre super-
hizhway at 60 or 70 miles an hour?

The statement of the Federal roads
official brings to mind the saying that
wars are too important to be lelt to the
generals. Equally, highway building is
too important to be left totally to the
highway builders. I have no qua.rel with
their performance of their engineering
Job.  Obviously they know how to build
highways.

But I do challenge any assumption
that they should have the final say as to
where a highway ought to be placed, or
how it should be designed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Scnator has expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent, that the 3enator
from New Jersey may have 3 additional
minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CASE. T am grateful to the Sen-
ator from Montana.

I belicve the final determinatinn is a
matter for those officials in eacit com-
munity who ecarry oversll responsibility
for maintenance itg viability and liv-
ability. The best hichway does not al-
ways run trom point to poing by the
shortest distance.

The attack on the turneling concept
ignores the chorus of brotest which has
arisen in cities across the country. In
San Francisco, Philadelphia, New York,
and many cther places, as well as in New
Jersey, responsible citizens are up in
arms—and rightly so-——cver the destrue-
tive impact of superhighways on their
communities, on their parks, and ¢n his-
torical sites.

Highways are a necessity—but high-
ways must be designed and located so
that they do not destroy the livability
and individuality of our cities.
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This need is espceially urgent in our
Nation’s Capital. If we are to retain
Washington’s historie heritage, if we
are to maintain the livability and charm
of our Capital City, extra, pains must be
taken to make certain in our highway
building—and in all other public proj-
ects—we give attention to the tull range
of ecommunity nceds, both tanzible and
intangible.

Tunneling hichways should be viewed
25 an oppertunity—not as an obstacle,
It offers the rossibility of improving
transportation within our cities and
suburbs while at the came time protecting
neighborhoods, businesses, parks, and
other open spaces.

I called attention to this on thie Senate
floor last Aucust 2 after reading an ar-
ticle which discussed the feasibility of
building tunnelcd hizhways. The thrust
of the article was that tunnels are got-
ting cheaper to build and operate, and
open highways more expensive: there-
fore, it would be useful to consider put-
ting many of our new roads underground
in congested areas.

The coneept of tunncling was endorsed
last year by Federal Highway Adminis-
trator Rex Whitton at a National Capit.al
Planning Commission mecting on the
alinement of the south leg highway
through West Potomac Park. And only
a few days ago, I might add, My, Whit-
ton joined in a statement that found
“attractive” a plan to construct another
segment of the local highway system
under a main thoroughfare.

It is true, indeed, that parks are not
the private preserve of anyone. The
are for all the people to enjoy. Eut they
will not exist for anyone if we permit
them to be overrun by modern, muiltilane
superhighways.

In our increasingly urbanized society,
more parks and other recreation areas
are needed—not fewer. Too much of
our precious and limited park land al-
ready has been swallowed up,

I shall shortly introduce legislation de-
signed to stem the steady erosion of
bark land in the United States. Under
my bill, amons other things, park land
taken for highways and other nonpark
burposcs would, as a matter of Course,
have to be replaced by equivalent land
elsewhere.

Adoption of this principle of compen-
sation in kind is long overdue. It is
certainly desirable everywhere. Ii is es-
sential in our cities if any . urban parks
at all are to be saved.

Under my recommendation, the park
land taken would have to be replaced
acre for acre—or, if you will, foot for
foot.

We hear much talk about breservation
of natural beauty in thig country. Com-
mendably, the First Lady is pressing g
campaign to make €veryone conscious of
the need to do his part in this effort. Yet
at the very moment when this campaign
is reaching its climax, it is clear from
the statement that spurred my remarks
and from the threat of highway con-
struection in the midst of the world-
famous cherry blossoms, that some Fed-
eral officials still have not gotten the
message.
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does not want us to leave that area. She
has declined to join with Great Brifain
in calling this Conference. There is no
reason why the Conference should not
be called to meet in that general area of
southeast Asia, and if any nations con-
cerned do not want to show up to partici-
pate in the Conference, then that is
something we ought to find out.

I hope that there will be progress made
along this line, and that we will not feel
obligated to wait longer for Russia to do
what we think she should have done
many months ago.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the
remarks of the Senator from Vermont.
His remarks are always cogent.

Mr. President, will the Senator yield
to me?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator, if
I have time remaining.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think itshould be
called to the attention of the Senate that
the President of the United States stated
in his state of the Union message on Jan-
uary 12 of this year:

There are no arbitrary limits to our search
for peace. We stand by the Geneva, agree-
ments of 1954 and 1962. We will meet at
any conference table, discuss any proposals—
4 points or 14 or 40—and consider the views
of any group.

on August 3, 1965, when he laid out
his nine points at a press conference,
the President stated in response to &
question as follows:

And as I have said so many times, if any-
onhe questions our good falth and will ask us
to meet them to try to reason this matter
out, they will find us at the appointed place,
the appointed time, and the proper chair.

Finally, at the same press conference
he made the following statement:

But we insist and we will always Insist
that the people of South Vietnam shall have
the right of choice, the right to shape their
own destiny in free elections in the South
or throughout all Vietnam under interna-
tional supervision, and they shall not have
any government imposed upon them by force
and terror so long as we can prevent it.

T cite these statements to indicate that
there is a real and personal interest
which the President has in bringing this
difficulty to an honorable and just con-
clusion, and I commend him again for
the caution and restraint he has shown
during the past 4 or 5 troublesome weeks.

Mr, YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I have listened
with great admiration to the maghnificent
statement which has just been made by
the distinguished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator.

WHAT IF KY IS OVERTHROWN AND
THE NEW GOVERNING BODY IN
SAIGON DEMANDS OUR WITH-
DRAWAL? ‘

Mr. YOUNG of Ohlo. Mr. President,
recent political agitation and rioting and
violence in South Vietnam, with its over-
~ tones of Insurrection and anti-Amer-
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{canism, present a vicious situation to our
GT’s overseas in southeast Asia and to
the parents of those boys.

Prime Minister Ky has been in office
since June of last year when 10 generals
overthrew the civilian government. They
chose Ky as Prime Minister,

The political facts of life are that in
all of the time since last June, Ky has
not initiated nor accomplished any re-
forms for the unfortunate and landless
living in the area over which he claims
to be Prime Minister. The facts are, of
course, that the Saigon government
which he heads does not now and has
not controlled at any time even half of
the land area of South Vietnam. Ky
never had control of the South Viet-
namese military commander of the lst
Corps area, Thi. The northern border
of the area occupied by the 1st Corps, or
supposedly within its responsibility, is at
the 17th parallel which, according to the
Geneva accords, is not a boundary line
but marks the temporary demarcation
zone separating North and South Viet-
nam until there is a general election.

Diem was returned to South Vietnam
from the United States and installed as
President under the aegis of the United
States and by operations of the CIA. He
called off the election that was agreed to
at the Geneva conference.

Unfortunately recently at Honolulu,
President Johnson in summoning Prime
Minister Ky to confer with him, gave
him, respectability and treated him as
jeader of all the Vietnamese beopleé of
South Vietnam. James Reston of the
New York Times wrote that our Presi-
dent said this knowing that this “was
not true but hoping he could make it
true if he said so but it did not work.”
Ky apparently had an inflated opinion of
his power. He announced a death sen-
tence on the mayor of Da Nang without
arrest or trial. Violence broke out to an
extent that 50,000 men of our Armed
Forces in Da Nang were ordered to re-
main at the base and for their own safety
to stay off the streets of Da Nang.

South Vietnam is not, and historically
never was, a hation. Now, an insurrec-
tion is raging, not only in Da Nang but in
Hue, Saigon and elsewhere. This is a
rebellion within a civil war. It may be
that our .Armed Forces and CIA will
manage to keep General Ky in power. It
iz evident he could not last a week as
Prime Minister except for our support
and intervention. =

When Defense Secretary McNamara
says that this war in Vietnam is not a
civil war, that there is a direct and flag-
rant aggression by North Vietnam, his
statement is so fantastic as to be humor-
ous. TItis well that we Senators, at least
most of us, retain our sense of humor.
Unfortunately, the Secretary is on un-
tenable ground when he claims aggres-
sion from the North. North Vietnam
is not a nation foreign to the area termed
South Vietnam since the Geneva agree-
ment of 1954. For many hundreds of
years there has been a nation—Vietnam.
The Geneva agreement provided for a
temporary division with reunification
following the election agreed upon.
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The basis of American intervention in
the beginning, and the claim was made,
that we are in Vietnam at the request
of the ruling government of Saigon
agalnst external aggression. The late
great President John F. Kennedy said
that this is a Vietnamese war and they
must win or lose it., He also said that
claiming South Vietnam as a bastion for
the defense of the United States is ridi-
culous. If a new government comes into
power, even temporarily, in Saigon and
demands that the Americans withdraw
their forces, where are we? Of course,
in all honor, there is only one alternative
and that is to withdraw all of our forces
to the bases on the coast where our Tth
Fleet and air power can readily repel any
aggression and then withdraw our forces
to the United States in an orderly man-
ner and without undue delay.

Up to this good hour the militarists
seem to have prevailed with our Presi-
dent. Our Armed Forces in South Viet-
nam and off the coast of South Vietnam
now exceed 300,000. The entire popu-
lation of South Vietnam is 14 million.
Of the 14 million a very large majority
are women and children. In addition,
we now have 40,000 men of our Armed
Forces in Thailand. Also, the President
has said we shall bring in more “from
time to time.”

Likewise, more troops from North
Vietnam probably will cross into South
Vietnam. Escalation on our part leads
to escalation on the part of the Commu-
nists, Escalation from Washington in-
duces escalation from Hanoi and more
reeruiting and drafting of soldiers by
the VC fighting us in South Vietnam.
Then escalation grows on both sides,
This is an indefensible self-defeating
situation leading nowhere.

Earlier this month 'for the first time
during the entire period of 1 week
more American GI’s were killed in com-
bat than were those of the ARVN forces,
or soldiers of our South Vietnam allies.
Apparently, the Saigon military adminis-
tration of Prime Minister Ky has been
so weakened and battered by the revolt
in Saigon, Da Nang, and Hue and else-
where its leaders have lost grop of their
armed forces and our Vietnamese allies
have lost their spirit to fight. It would
be surprising if the situation were other-
wise.

If a civillan group ousts the militar-
ists of the Ky regime and then demands
that Americans get out surely our Com-
mander in Chief would have no alterna-
tive other than an orderly withdrawal of
our forces to our bases on the coast upon
protection of our 7th Fleet and air power
and then reassignment to the United
States or to some of our bases overseas
in Europe. We would not lose face by
this disengsgement. We have lost face
by involving ourselves in a miserable
civil war in the territory that was Indo-
china. To Asiatics we are regarded as
the aggressor seeking to perpetrate the
Indo-French Colonial Empire from
which France withdrew 200,000 soldiers
in 1954 and gave up all hope of imperial-
ism and despotism over the area now
termed Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos.
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FINCOME TAX CREDIT

Mr. YOUNG of Ohis. Mr. President,
T am hopeful that the proposal of the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Rieicorr! to provide an income tax
credit of $325 per family for each young-
ster in college will soon be written into
law. ’

Much necessary legislation has been
cnacted to assist low-ineome families.
Grants and loans have been made avail-
able to needy college students. Various
laws have been enacted to lighten the tax
burden on businessman and higher in-
come groups. However, the wage earner
in the middle-income group has been
largely forgotten when tax bills have
been passed. With the cost of higher
ecucation becoming excessive, he is find-
ing it inereasingly difficult to provide for
his youngsters’ educations. Likewise, his
income bracket makes it difficult or im-
possible for them to qualify as needy
students.

The Ribicoff amendment, so-called,
was for a tax credit, not a deduction.
While a deduction saves a $15,000-a-year
man more tax dollars than one who
carns $5,000, a tax credit saves both the
same amount of dollars. This ecredit
would afford a tax break for middle-
income wage earners.

Mr. President, I recently received a
very thoughtful letter on this subject
from Donald Faulkner, vice president of
Western Reserve Univer-ity in Cleveland,
Ohio, one of the great universities in
my State of Ohio and the Nation. I
commend the views of Donald Faulkner
to all Senators and ask unanimous con-
sent that his letter be printed at this
point in the Recorp.

‘'here being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

WxsTERN RESERVE UNIVERSITY,
!leveland, Ohio, April 11, 1966.
Ilon, STEPEEN M. YOUNG,
{.5. Senator,
Washington, D.C.

Dirar Steve: I noted your dircussion of the
debate and vote on income tax credit for
coliege tuition.

The arguments you presented in “Straight
From Washington” certainly tell the story.

We have again in our recruitment proce-
dures this spring increased evidence that the
very poor and the very rich are helped
through tax arrangements but the great
micddle profcssional group in America find
little rellef.

Western Recerve University still holds its
tuilsion severnl hundred dollars below the
average of those schools with which we com-
pete; i.e, top complex type private universl-
ties, the best of the 4-year colleges like Ober-
lin and Swarthmore and the truly great State
universities. The average for the private
universlty, as you know is approaching-the
$2,700 to $3.000 per year level for tuition,
board, and room. Many are today above the
$£2,700 limit.

Next year Reserve will go to $1,450 tuition
from $1,300. The following year we will
probably be forced to increase it again since
I cannot operate for long on large annusl
deficits. Each year we are, of course, in-
creasing our tinancial ald to students but
again this advantapges the very poor, all
torrulas generally eliminating the middle
Zroup.

I honor you for your stand.

Bincerely you s,
DowNarp FAULKENYR,
Vice President for Finance.
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HOMAGE TO ABRAHAM LINCOLN-—
ADDRESS BY ANTONIO CARRILLO
FLORES, SECRETARY OF FOREIGN
RELATIONS, REPUBLIC OF MEX-
I1CO
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, it was

our good fortune to accompany the Pres-
ident of the United States to Mexico City
for the dedication of the Abraham Lin-
coln statue and the dedication of Lin-
coln Center in the very center of that
city of 6 million people.

Homage was rendered toc Abraham
Lincoln by a very distinguished diplomat
whom we all know. He has served in
the United States with real distinetion
as the Mexican Ambassador. I refer to
Antonio Carrillo Flores, who is the pres-
ent Secretary of Foreizn Relations.

I ask unanimous consent to ©ave print-
ed at this point in the REcorp the address
that our distinguished neighbor deliv-
ered on that occasion.

‘I'nere being no ohjection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

HoMAGE TO ABRAHAM LINCOLN

(Address by Antonio Carrillo Flores, Secre-
tary of ¥Foreign Relations, at tlie ceremony
unveiling the statue of the liberator do-
nated to the Mexican people by the people
of the United States.)

Mr. President, I am gratified snd honored
to fulfill the duty you have entrusted to me
of expressing to President Johnson and to
each and every one of the members of his
delegation the gratitude of the Mexican Gov-
ernment to the pecple of the United States
for the gift of this statue of the liberator,
Abraham Lincoln, that Mrs. Johnson has
Just unveiled.

We recognize as a speclal proof of friend-
ship the fact that the U.S. Chief of State
has come all the way to the Valley of Ana-
huae, accompanied Dby such distinguished
personages, to participate in this ceremony
in which we render homage to n man who
is a glory of his country, of America, and
of the world.

The President of the Honorable Perman-
ent Commission of Congress, th: President
of the Honorable Supreme Court of Justice,
the Governor of the Federal Disirict, mem-
bers of the Cabinet, Ambassadors. ladies and
gentlemen, Abraham ILincoln arr.ves to this
park, which from today will bear his name,
only a few months after Benito Juéarez, also
in bronze effigy, returned to New Orleans. It
is therefore appropriate that 1 open my
speech with the plain words of Luis G. Ur-
bina, a poet whose name is borne by a street
near this garden, who said before the monu-
nient to the Beneméritc Juarez:

“He i1s here because he was great and be-
cause he was just.”

Lincoln was a son of Kentucky. as we see
him portrayed in this splendid work of art,
tall, very tall. He was more than a meter,

.90 centimeters In height, spare, with strong

arms and hands that -with an axe had
felled trees. He had gray eyes, unruly black
hair, and a constant aspect of melancholy
that even his best blographers have not been
able completely to explain.

Greatness and humanity are llended in
him, naturally, spontanzously, just as are
the brook and the woods of New %alem, the
Ilinois village which was the scene of his
youthful dreams. Alongside the vision and
character of one of the few who have de-
termined the direction 2f history, he pre-
served always the air, the brusk cordiality,
of 2 man born and bred on the prairie.

One of the three women that we know he
loved, daughter of a Kentucky fariner, found
him even ‘“‘deficient in those little links
which make up a womar's happinegss.” And
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history records the baflement of the elegant
New Yorkers present at Cooper Union that
snowy night of February 27, 1860, at his dis-
ordered dress, his uneven gait, the initial
tremor of his voice. But these limitations
draw his image nearer to the common man
and contribute to his charismatic charm.

He died exactly 101 years agu, at dawn,
after the cibty of Washington had lived
through a grievous night. Only a few days
before, he had recounted to his wife a strange
presentiment:

“About 10 days ago I retired very late
* * * [and] socon I began to dream * * *
I thought I left my bed and wandered down-
stairs * * * until I arrived at the East Room,
which I entered * * * Before me was a
catafalque * * * Around it werc stationed
soldiers who were acting as guards; and there
was a throng of people, some gazing mourn-
fully upon the corpse, whose face was cov-
ered, others weeping pitifully. ‘Who is dead
in the White House? I demanded of one
of the soldiers. ‘The President,’ was his an-
swer; ‘he was killed by an assassin.’”

On the morning of the 14th of April 1865,
he met with his Cabinet for the last time,
to discuss the policy to follow in relation to
the States that had attempted to separate
from the Union, as the terrible Civil War that
had devastated the United States for 4 years
had terminated only 5 days before. “There
are men in Congress,” he said al this meet-
ing, “possessed of sentiments of hate and
vengeance that I do not share and with which
I cannot sympathize.”

His assassin, an obscure theatrical actor,
did not realize that he had destroyed a
champion of the spirit of justice and toler~
ance toward the vanquished and had opened
a most bitter perifod for those in whose in-
terests he believed himself to be acting.

The afternoon preceding that tragic night
the President took a short walk with his
wife. ‘“Mary,” he said, “we have had hard
times since we came to Washington; but the
war has ended and we can look forward to
4 years of peace and happiness. Afterwards
we shall return to Illinois and pass there
peacefully the rest of our days.” Lincoln
did not return alive to his beloved Spring-
fleld. That night he went to the Ford
Theater and to his death.

Supreme master of the written and spoken
word, he had no pretensions as an intel-
lectual or erudite. His reading, of the highest
quallty was limited: the Bible, Shakespeare,
Blackstone's Commentaries on Arnglo-Saxon
Common Law. And yet, in the utterances of
his last year, he reached a nobility, a pro-
foundness of thought, a perfection of form
unequaled by any other statesman of the
Western World since Pericles’ funecral oration
25 centuries before. The brief paragraphs
of the Gettysburg Address, preserved in
marble on the banks of the Potomae, con-
tain the best definition and eulogy of democ-
racy ever made; ‘“‘that government of the
Ppeople, by the people, for the people, shall not
perish from the earth,” because it is ‘“‘dedi-
cated to the proposition that all men are
created equal.” No words can say more than
these to the hearts of men of all races, of all
beliefs or of none.

Lincoln was a complex and mulliple per-
sonality; and his rights to greatness are nu-
merous. For his country he was, and is, what
he above all wanted to be: the savior of its
unity and its democratic institutions in the
deepest crisis of its history.

Ho took officc as President in March 1861,
affer many political reverses, at a time when
the problem of slavery was beginning to
cleave the country in two. The precarious
equilibrium that had permitted the coexist-
ence of the young and steadily stronger in-
dustrial economy of the Northern States with
the feudal regimes of the South was upset ir
1854, when it appeared that slavery was about
to be extended to new territories of the
Union.
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ture. The discerning observer can see
courage reflected in a vote—or pettiness,
or dignity, or cupidity. In this hallowed
Chamber America’s great, her mediocre,
her strong and her weak have gone on
display.

It is perhaps a mark of the destiny of
the Nation that here little men have
risen above themselves and great men
have stumbled.

Yet when the great tests occur, when
the vital issues of national or interna-
tional import are at hand, there nearly
always is within us a surging desire to
rise to the issue—not as partisans, not
as pork-barrel politicians but as Ameri-
cans true to the cause of the Nation.

When we falter in our historic tasks
it is not because we are not up to the
issue; it is because we are not acting with
the issue in our mind’s eye. Plagued
with our human frailties, with our pre-
occupation with the groupings of eco-
nomic and political power, with ambi-
tions to become President or Vice Presi-
dent, with debilitating zest for playing
a part in clique A against clique B, C, D,
E, or F—these are the moments when
the issue can escape us. These are the
moments when we do not cast a vote for
the people and for the future.

1t is said that within the walls of this
Capital great political battles are being
waged. It is said that these battles are
far beyond the pale of the people. They
are battles for ultimate political power—
power that can control the very Presi-
dency itself.

In all humbleness I beseech my col-
leagues today to face one of the great
moments in U.S. history with the con-
sensus of greatness out of which this Na-
tion was forged. Our cause is not of the
manipulation of men. At issue is our
strength as men to vote in the historic
concept which brought this Congress,
this Nation, into being. We Members of
Congress who periodically go to the peo-
ple and humbly though vigorously seek
their votes for ourselves are voting on
whether the people shall have the right
to vote on the fundamental structure of
government within their States.

The issue is as simple as that. It is to
enfranchise the people in the determina-
tion of the peoples’ affairs.

The resolution to give the people this
right to vote is a consensus of the safe-
guards important to the preservation of
the principles which have been voiced
and advocated by those thoughtful people
within and without the Congress who
have devoted their energies and talents
to a workable solution.

I salute those who have worked and
wrangled and toiled to perfect this ve-
hicle. These are men who understand
the vision of America. Out of their wis-
dom has been fashioned a document to
meet the true test of viable law intent on
preserving, protecting and advancing
the rights of the people.

Mr. President, Senate Joint Resolution
103 is a permissive piece of legislation
designed to permit needed flexibility in
the composition of one house of State
legislatures. It fully protects minority
rights. It mandates periodic review of
apportionment in the States. It doesnot

usurp judicial authority, but rather pro-
vides guidelines where none now exist.

It meets. head on the test of apportion-
ment in compliance with existing law as
a prerequisite of ratification.

Senate Joint Resolution 103 is not con-~
cerned with whether a State legislature
is apportioned on a basis of population in
both houses or only in one. It does no
violence to any existing body of State
government.

It is solely and simply a vehicle by
which the people of a State may meet
their own legislative needs without in-
jury to the rights of any.

Now it comes to pass in wiles of men in
debate when one is bereft of legitimate
argument,

minority in this body who would den
the people the right to decide the reap
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The first three words of our National
Constitution are not “We, the Supreme
Court,” nor are they “We, the Congress.”
They are “We, the people.”

Let us note this well. Let us abide by
it in our votes on the measure.

(At this point Mr. MonpaLE took the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr, President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk procecded to call
the roll.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

The

This is the vexing problem of thmlt objection, it is so ordered.

portionment question.

So it is that an ingenuous, new strategy
has been unleashed within this body—
one that is bold and daring and fills all
with awe at its simplicity.

They have talked about almost any-
thing except the merits of Senate Joint
Resolution 103.

The trouble with the “do not confuse
us with the facts, our minds are made
up” strategists is that the people of the
United States, in all of the 50 States,
have learned about the reapportionment
amendment, Senate Joint Resolution 103.

The people of the United States know
that a handful of men do not trust them
to vote on this issue.

Is it not amazing to campaign on the
premise that the people are too gullible
to be entrusted with a vote on this issue?
I submit that every citizen’s ability to
comprehend an issue—this issue—far ex-
ceeds anyone’s ability to ponder fully
the minds of those who seek office, for
only God can know the mingd if man. By
the same token, all of us champion the
right of the people to vote for candidates
for office.

No, the people whom each of us has
sworn to represent know what this issue
is about, even if a few persons would
kid themselves otherwise. They will find
out, not incidentally, when they go to the
people and ask them for their votes.

Again, let me underscore what we are
discussing today.

The gquestion before us is the gravest
constitutional question since the found-
ing of the Nation.

The legislation before us is utter sim-
plicity and meets the test of every honest
question.

Senate Joint Resolution 103 permits
the fiexibility needed by the States to ad-
just to the apportionment needs of the
future.

It does not require any State to con-
stitute a legislature in any way except
the way the legislature and the people of
that State decide.

Let us, by our vote on this resolution,
adhere to this precious principle that the
reapportionment right must reside in the
people. It is my fervent hope that we
can join together in preserving the prin-
ciple by equating any differences in ap-
proach which should be resolved. The
resolution of this critically important
matter demands the best of all of us.

EPORT TO SENATE ON INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY UNION CONFER-
ENCE IN CANBERRA, AUSTRALTA—
CONCERNING VIETNAM

Mr.” GORE. Mr. President, late last
evening, I returned from the Interparlia-
mentary Union Conference in Canberra,
Australia, where I listened to a most in-
teresting debate. It was an intense de-
bate. One day, 200 delegates from some
40 countries sat for 5 hours, with scarcely
a delegate leaving his seat during de-
bate upon the war in Vietnam.

The Vietham war seemed to be the
subject in which the delegates to this
Conference were principally interested.

We undertook to introduce other sub-
jects, but there was little interest shown
in any subject except the Vietnam war.

I was surprised to find the extent to
which President Johnson’s peace offen-
sive around the turn of the year had suc-
ceeded in world public opinion. Per-
haps those of us close to the scene in
Washington had felt it was a bit osten-
tatious, that its credibility may have
been subject to question, particularly by
nonfriendly nations-—if not by friendly
or neutral countries.

However clumsy the peace offensive
may have appeared to some, it seems to
have had a good effect on world public
opinion. During the debate, I felt that
the United States was being given credit
by all except the Communist-bloc coun-
trics, and with sincerity and an earnest
intent to find a peaceful solution. This
was pleasing to me, and I wish to extend
my congratulations to President Johnson
and Secretary of State Rusk upon this
finding, which I believe to be a correct
one.

I was also pleased with the extent to
which our allies rallied around when
propaganda resolutions were being pre-
sented, or propaganda points were being
advanced by opposition speakers. In-
deed, not only did our allies vote with us,
but on two occasions I noticed that the
delegate from Yugoslavia voted with the
United States, or voted the same way as
the United States, as did the delegate
from Laos. Even the delegate from In-
donesia, although he did not vote, made
a statement indicating a position of neu-
trality.

Yet, with all of this rallying around, I
invite the attention of the Senate not
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pive any recogniiion to these considerations
and eountlees others, tangible and intangible,
in holding unconstitutional the particular
systems of lemslative apportionment which
e Glates huve chosen. Instead, the Court
thiat the reguirements of the equal pro-
ion clause can be met in any State only
thie uneritic:!, simplistic, and heavy-
aded anplication of sixth-prade arith-
e,

Vul fop ro do net renresent foecless
tanbkers.  They renresent peopie, or, more
aceurately. a maiority of the voters in their
ilistricta—peopic with identifiable needs and
tntorects which require legislative represen-
‘ui,inn, and whichh can often be related io
the pengraphical arens in which these people
iive. ‘The very tact of geographic districting,
il constitutional validity of which the
Court does not cuestion, carries with it an
zeceptance of the idea of legislative repre-
sentation of remional needs and interests.
Vet i geographical residence is irrelevant,
a5 Lhe Court sugprests, and the goal is solely
ihatl of equally weighted votes, T do not un-
tand why the Court’s constitutional rule
ioes ot require the abolition of distriets
and the holding of all elections at large.

‘e Tnet iz of course, that population
imelors must olten to some degree, be subor-
dinated in devising a legislative apportion-
ment plan which is to achleve the important
woul of insuring a fair, effective. and bal-
(mc »d representinvion of the regional, siocial,
nnd economic interests within a State. And
ihe further fact is that throughout our his-
{ory the apporiionments of State legislatures
Tave reflected the strongly felt American
tradition that the public interest is com-
nosed of many diverse interests, and that
in the long run it can hetter be expressed
fry o medley of component voices than by
the majority’s monolithic command.

What constitutes a rational plan reason-
ably designed to achieve this objective will
vary Ifrom State to State, since each State
i unique, in terms of topography, geopraphy,
damography, history, heterogeneity, and con-
vontration of population, variety of social
and econornic interests, and in the operation
aud inverrelation of its political institutions.
st s0 long as o State's apportionment plan
~usonably  achieves, in the light of the
(lule’s own characteristics, etfective and bal-
anced representation of all substantial in-
terests, without sacrificing the principle of
«ileclive majority rule, that plan cannot be
considered irrational.

DEEP-ROOTED, SUBSTANTIAL DIVISION ON MERITS
£ALLS FOR LETTING PEOPLE DECIDE

‘The entire rccord presents a deep-
ropted division on the merits of this
psroposal, with a substantial, highly re-
apeclable segment on each side of a sub-
joct which is so vital to all of America
and which will keenly thrust itself upon
tne future destiny of the Republic, of its
sovernmental form and substance, and
npon ils entire citizenry.

Under such circumstances, the Nation
iz entitled to an opportunity to express
m, Judement and preference.  The peo-
wie are properly the uitimate source for
such fundamental, far-reaching deci-
wion. ‘The first step is resort to the
often used procedure afforded in article
V ol our Constitution.

Approval of Senate Joint Resolution
{03 by the Congress will achieve that first
step.  Then the States and their people
will be able to decide whether they want
the kind of constitution declared by the
Supreme Court in Reynolds against Sims
ot whether they want to make available
the restricted modification thereof pur-
suant to the Dirksen amendment.
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FEach State will have lwfore it tlic ques-
tion simply whether or not each State
will retain econtrol over the destiny, di-
rection, and structure of its own State
government. States know, and Congress
should know that population, economics,
and political power are shifting [actors:
and that what may be a2 superb deter-
mination of the cormaposition of . State
Iegislnture today could rprove to be the
mistake of its Statc’s history 10 years
irence. No State will want to be focked
into the status quo without “uthuuty to
chang e the c.;mr)osm On of its legisdature
lines of

£03 are
t”"hyly’ dl' awvn and clvallv stated. They
must receive approval of the jpopular

vote. They must be reviewed every 10
years.
Mr. President, Nebraska is thie only

State which at the present time has a
unicameral legislature. There is 5 pro-
vision in the Dirksen amendment spe-
cifically applicable to such legislatures.
It weuld seom to be in order for me to
ciplain, what is proposed in the case of
a unicamersl legislature.

In section I of the proposed =mend-
ment, we have the following lancuage:

Tn the case of a bicamersl legislature, the
members of one house shall be appcriioned
among the people on the bacsis of their num-
bers and the members of the other hotse may
he apportioned among the people on the bagis
of population, geography, and political sub-
divisions in order to insure effective repre-
sentation in the State's legislature of the
various groups and interests making up the
eglectorate.

So we have a relatively simple situa-
tion as to bicameral legislatures, be-
cause, for any plan departing from the
rile in Reynolds against Sims, w2 have
2 saleguard for the people. Such a pro-
posed plan must be approved by both
bodies of the legislature--not just one,
but both bodies. One of them is always
based upon population urder -either
Reyrwelds arainst Sims or the IMirksen
amendment. So if the representatives
serving on a population only basis in that
lezislature agree to a plan, it is their best
judement that the interest of their con-
stituents and of the entire State are well
served thereby.

In the case of a unicameral legistature,
that would not necessarily follow., If
there were apportionment on a coribina-
tion of population and area, there would
not be the guarantee thav a plan for re-
apportionment would necessarily repre-
sent all of the people within the State.
So something must be substituied for
that safeguard. That has been done. I
am gratified to have been able to help in
the drafting of this language. I think it
will handle the situation well. Im:medi-
ately following the langusze which deals
with the bicaineral legislature in section
1 of the proposed amendment, which I
have already read. We have the {nliow-
ing:

In the case ol a unicameral legislatiire, the
house may be apportioned among tlie peo-
ple on the basis of substantial equslity of
population with such weight given t. geog-
raphy and political subdivisions as will in-
sure effective representation in the State's
legislature of the varlous groups and infer-
ests making up the electorate.
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Mr. President, I call attention to the
words ‘‘substantial equality of populs-
tion.” Those words were taken from
the majority opinion in the ense of
Reynolds against Sims, as were the words
“as will insure effective representation
of the various groups and intcerests mak-
ing up the electorate.”

Those factors must be taken into con-
sideration in proposing a plan which will
be submitted to the voters of that State
for approval.

Now, how is that done? What nrecau-
tion is Laken to see that the restrictions,
standards, and guidelines in seetion 1
pertaining to unicameral legislatures will
be followed?

That is taken care of, Mr. P1c&ident,
in the second sentence of sectlon 2, which

_reads thus:

If submitted by a bicameral legislature the
plan of apportionment shall have heen ap-
proved prior to such election by both houses,
one of which shall be apportioned on the
basis of substantial equality of popuilation:

That takes care of the bicameral legis-
latures. In the case of the unicaineral,
it is provided:

Tf otherwise submitted it shall have been
found by the courts prior to such eleciion to
be consistent with the provisions of this
Constitution, including this article.

The words “otherwise submitted”
mean that if it is not submitted by a
bicameral legislature, it will be submitted
by a unicameral legislature.

So there will be a reference by the
legislature of any proposed plan which
departs from population as the sole basis
of apportionment to the Federal courts,
for a decision as to whether or not the
provisions and guidelines of the pro-
posed amenment have bcen abided by.
If the plan passes judicial scrutiny, it
will be placed on the ballot. If it does
not pass judicial scrutiny, it will be sent
back to the legislature with the court’s
opinion. An effort can then be made to
comply with the court’s opinion.

Mr. President, a decision has been ren-~
dered by a threc-judge Federal court,
approving a new reapportionment plan
for the unicameral legislature in Ne-
braska. That decision allowed for a
maximum population deviation in the
districts of almost 20 percent.

So when we come to the matter of
considering unicameral legislatures, the
situation is surrounded by safeguards.

The care taken in drafting the lan-
guage with reference to unicameral
legislatures was not solely on behalf of
the State of Nebraska. That lanpguage
also received a great deal of study and
attention because there have been many
inquiries by other States as to how our
unicameral legislature is working, and
whether it would be suitable for adop-
tion in other States. As time goes on,
other States may wish to adopt that par-
ticular form of State government.

SUMMARY

One of the magnificent honors and
deep obligations of election to this won-
drous body, the U.S. Senate, is the oppor-
tunity to vote.

This simple, meaningful, cherished
right to vote puts on brilliant display all
the multitudinous facets of human na-
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cnly to the depth of concern shown by
the delegates from around the world but
also to their deep apprehension that
some unfortunate event, some match in
the broom sage, by accident or otherwise,
would escalate this unwanted war into a
world conflict.

I am not sure that an editorial in the
Australian, an outstanding newspaper of
Australia, is exactly typical of this ap-
prehension and this view; and yet I did
find people holding similar views.

For whatever it may mean, I should
like to read to the Senate an editorial
that appeared in the Australian the day
of our departure from Canberra. It is
entitled “The Great Vietham Dilemma,”
andIread:

[From the Australian, Apr. 16, 1966]
THE GREAT VIETNAM DILEMMA -

The United States is in a unique and
terrible quandry In South Vietnam. Allied
forces in this campalgh now total more than
750,000—500,000 South Vietnamese, 240,000
Amerlcans, and 20,000 from Australia, Ne
Zealand, and South Korea. :

These troops are supported by 700 com-
bat aireraft, about 1,600 helicopters, and the
most efficlent logistic and artillery services
the world’s leadling technology can devise—
at a cost to the U.S. taxpayer of $30 million
a day.

These forces will increase as the war goes
on, The Unlted States 1s being tied down
in a war on the Asian malnland that it can’t
win politically, even if it can win militarily.

But the effect of this conilict is far greater
than this. The chance of a direct confron-
tation between the United States and China
grows. Any good will that has been built up
between Russla and America 1s being
dissipated.

In short, the position of the allles in South
Vietnam is messy, complicated, and very
dangerous.

The United States went into South Viet-
nam in the first place with the most hon-
orable of intentlons, even though itg pres-
ence there was agalnst the spirit and the
text of the 1954 Geneva agreements and its
accompanylng declaration. .

But, by going into South Vietnam, America
got itself involved in a conflict with which
it had nothing to do.

Its presence there has always been inde-
fensible, for clvil war has always been going
on In Vietnam, and America and her allies
have turned this into a full-scale campaign
agalnst Chinese communism.

It is time the Australian Government was
honest with us. It must admit openly that
we are not in South Vietham to help a
friendly government fight aggression from
the north.

We are there because America has asked us
to go; and because our Government belleves
it needs American protection. More crudely,
this is insurance,

We are not increasing our forces to 4,500 in
the middle of this year because we have been
asked by the present South Vietnamese Gov-
ernment. We are doing 1t because the Amer~
icans want us to and need our moral support.
Mr. HUBERT HUMPHREY, the U.S. Vice Presi-
dent, made this quite plain durlng his visit
to Australia in February.

There 1s nothing wrong with the Govern-
ment admitting this. Surely everybody
knows i5. And there is surely nothing wrong
with the United States and Australian Gov-
ernments admitting that the real reason the
allies are in Souh Vietnam is to contain
Chinese communism.

BOGGED DOWN

Both belleve China 1s an aggressive force
that has expansive designs on all countries in
its neighborhood. Even if we grant this, is

involvement in South Vietnam the best way*
to contain China? i

The United States In this area 1s & mari-
time power. It hes the biggest arsenal of
H-bombs in the world, the blggest navy, the
strongest alr force. But it s allowing these
forces to be bogged down on the Aslan main-
land for an Indefinite perlod. For what pur~
pose? For a united Vietnam? Any united
Vietnam would probably be a country under
a Communlst government or one of Commu-
nist sympathizers.

Does South Vietnam want permanent mili-
tary occupation? What would be the differ-
ence between that and what is happening
there now? The situation seems hopeless—
and the longer 1t goes on, the worse it will
get.

The answer is plain. The Australlan Gov-
ernment must tell America that, while the
Unlited States stays in South Vietnam, we
will stay, too, because we value America’s
friendship and are committed.

But we must tell America we think it is
wrong for the United States and its allies to
stay there, and that we must get out as soon
ag possible, the best way we can.

The United States must be prepared to
negotiate with Hanoi and the Vietcong. The
negotlations must be conducted on the basis
that the United States and its allles are pre-
pared to withdraw from South Vietnam,

But we must be aware of the consequences
of this withdrawal. We must be prepared to
face the fact that Vietnam willl become a
united country with an antl-West govern-
ment,

But wlll it necessarily be a Chinese-domi-
nated country? Southeast Asla has a long
history of anti-Chinese sentiments. The
heroes of Vietnam’s history are those who
fought the Chinese.

The theory s certainly tenable that, if
Vietham goes Communist, so will most of
southeast Asla. But the theory is also tena-
ble that, because of the long-standing anti-
Chinese feeling in all these countries, they
could well be independent of China, although
friendly.

Let us face these consequences openly.
Let us acknowledge that we will -be betray-
ing the trust of some ruling classes in south-
east Asia who have become identifled in
Aslan minds with Western power politics.
This will certalnly not be a pleasant fact to
face.

But we also must face the fact that we
have got ourselves into an untenable posi-
tion In Asia. The consequences of with~
drawal from South Vietham will be horri-
fylng. The consequences of staying will be
even more tragic.

It is not in the best Interests of South
Vietnam, the United States or Australia that
we go on as we are—wasting a country we
are seeking to save, killing people we seek

.to make free, and risking world war through

a conflict that was almed at peace.

Our Government must tell the United
States that we are its ally—but the time has
come to stop the bitterness of Vietnam,

Mr. President, by reading the editorial
I have not intended to and do not en-
dorse all sentiments contained in the
editorial. I thought the Senate and the
American people might be interested in
this point of view, expressed by a leading
journal of an ally. i

One would wonder if the soldiers of
South Korea are there because the
United States has asked South Korea to
send them. One would wonder if this
is true also of the Phillipines.

This is not to diminish their aid and
their assistance. I think the United
States should ask them to send men;
should ask Great Britain, should ask
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France, and should ask other of our al-
lies to aid in this conflict.

But the point raised in this editorial is
that the Australian forces are not there
because the Australian Government be-
lieves In the cause; not there at the re-
quest of the Government of South Viet-
nam; but there because the United States
has asked that they be sent there, be-
cause Australia feels she must have the
protection and cooperation of the United
States. Australia, New Zealand, and the
United States are closely allied.

Upon a brief stop in New Zealand I was
impressed with the extent of pro-Ameri-
canism existing there. We stopped at a
home, went in for a cup of tea, the tele-
vision was on, and Danny Kaye was go~
ing full blast.

I asked what other American tele-
vision programs they had. They quickly
named several of them: “Bonanza,” the
“Beverly Hillbillles,” and some other of
these wonderfully cultural programs
which we export.

The form of the money in both Aus-
tralia and New Zealand is being changed
to the dollar. As they grow closer to
America, our ties, our bonds of friend-
ship, and our mutual interests will be-
come more fixed. I am entirely in favor
of this.

But let us be aware that we have re-
sponsibilities worldwide. Let us be aware
that these responsibilities are wider than
the Vietnam conflict. The sun does not
rise and set exclusively on Vietnam. Let
us keep this war in perspective and re-
late our difficult challenge there to our
responsibilities elsewhere and otherwise.

I was very much interested in the vote
of the Yugoslav delegate. I recalled, as
I heard him vote with the United States,
the bitter fights we had had on fhe floor
of the Senate about giving some modicum
of foreign aid to Yugoslavia. As I un-~
derstood that program, it had dual moti-
vations, good will and eleemosynary
intents on the parts of the United States,
but that it was also the instrument of
U.S. foreign policy that we sought to
encourage revisionism within the Com-
munist bloc. We sought to drive a
wedge, to chip away from its monolithic
solidarity. Revisionism of Yugoslavia
and Marshal Tito were vigorously and
viciously denounced by the Soviets.
They wished Yugoslavia firmly and com-

. pletely within their camp. Apparently

they have not entirely succeeded.

I was also very interested to hear the
speech of the Laotian delegate in which
he denounced aggression against Laos by
the North Vietnamese through use of the
Ho Chi Minh Trail.

Let me remind you, Mr. President, that
Red China wanted Laos and wanted her
completely and 100 percent within the
Communist bloc. They have not suc-
ceeded entirely as was demonstrated by
the voice and the vote of the delegate
from Laos, and by the position of the
Government of Laos.

I do not know that it would be possible
for South Vietnam or a unified Vietnam
to take a neutral or nonalined position
and succeed, but I call to the attention of
the Senate, as the content of the edi-
torial which I read will do, that there
have been centuries of contests and con-
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flict between the Vietnamese and the
Chinese.

The intenseness of this animosity, po-
litical, economic, nationalistic, Is not
knovwn to any but scholars and historians,
owing to its existence over a pericd of
hundreds of years.

Now that elections are to be held in
South Vietnam—and I hope they are
held—I trust my Government will use its
influence to permit all citizens to vote
without respect to their religion or their
political views.

Wwe do not deny in America the right
ol a citizen to vote because he is a Chris-
ian, a Moslem, a Jew, or an infidel. We
do not deny the right of a citizen to vote
boeause he holds political views antago-
nistic to the majority view.

But, I suppose, Mr. President, that in
making these remarks I am demonstrat-
ing personally the messianic character
of our culture. We think our system Is
s» precious that we wish to extend it to
everyone. The shot that was heard
around the world initiated the most revo~
Tationary political event of mcedern his-
tory.

Those who have been nurtured in our
demaocracy hold it so dear and believe it is
of such great benefit to all mankind that
we wish to extend it to all. But, Mr.
rrresident, let us stop short of seeking to
tmpose it upon anyone. If we really be-
lieve in self-determination, then let the
Vietnamese choeose their form of govern-
ment. I would hope earnestly that they
would choose a pattern which would pre-
serve the human dignities, rights, and
privileges exemplificd so nobly by our
system. But, Mr. President, whatever
their choice is, they should have the right
to determine. We should no more seek
Lo impase upon South Vietnam an Amer-
ican-type state than we should yield to
the imposition of a Communist order by
foree and violence from North Vietnam
and Red China,.

50, Mr. President, if as a result of these
¢leetions there is a coalition government
or srme other form and order of society
which wishes to be rid of war and which
wishes to adopt a nonalined or neutral
status, could we ask for more? Do we
really believe in the right of self-deter-
minution?

7 vorall the anxious voices of those who
nrzed the late President Kennedy to send
American combat foreces to settle the
Iastian conflict and issue in our own
way. Indeed, the late President told me
one night that he had just reccived ree-
ammendations from all three members of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and its Chair-
b (o send forces into Laos. Fortu-
ly. those voices were resisted by the
i Tresident.

7 yesall the dire predictions of many
ihat the compromise settlement and gov-
cronment in Laos would, before nightfall,
jcally result in that country’'s be-
mins a Communist satellite. So as I
g to the speech of the Laotian de-
nonuneing the aggression by North Viet-
nam, and as I listened to him vote with
the United States on the resolutions pre-
senited, I realized that, at least up to now,
the prophets of doom had been proved
wrong; that the processes of political ac-
romimodation had demonstrated value.
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I am not sure that this example pro-
vides any sotution in South Vietnam.
There the conflict is bigger and more
far reaching than the problems of the
Vietnamese—north and south—because
vVietnam has become the focus of a world
power struggle. Here, contesting and
antagonistic ideologies are in confron-
tation. I on'y hope thau the situation
can be kept in perspective and that the
martial attitude, as it continues to rise,
will not lead inexorably to a world con-
flict, of which I found so many world
statesmen apprehensive.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from: Tennessce yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I commend the
Senator from Tennessee on a most in-
teresting, enlightening, and helpful
statement. In particular, I should like
to say that I agree wholeheartedly with
his emphasis on the importance of our
recoghizing that we must not try to im-
pose an American system, an American
view, an American civilizition, an Amer-
ican type of government on the South
Vietnamese. Self-determination means
nothing, if they are not iree to make up
their own minds.

Does the distinguished Senator share
my feeling that while an election in the
next 3, 4, or 5 ronths undoubtedly will
involve certain military problems and
might very well result in a diminution of
military effort on the part of the South
Victnamese, it could—I do not say it will,
but it might—be very helpful for several
reacons?

wirst, it would provide for an elected
civilian. authority in South Vietnam.
Second, it would be an expression by the
people of Scuth Vietnam of their support
for a government, an expression which
we do not have, and certainly do not
have in the Ky government.

vhird, in the event such a government,
as I am convinced it would—I may be
wrong-—supported the position of the
United States and voted willingly to ac-
cept our assistance, it would put us in a
far stronger position than the position in
which we now are. In the event such a
government did not do this, in the event
that the form of government of South
Victnam was honestly clected and we
were requested to withdraw our forces,
it seems to me that we would have dis-
charged our obligations under the
SEATO pact. We would have done all
that this Government honorably could
do, and our withdrawal would be under
honorable circumstances.

Mr. GORFE. First, I wish to thank the
distinguished senior Serator from Wis-
consin for his generous, complimentary
ro erences.

Next, in reply to his interrogatories,
I wish to cxpress grave doubt that an
eicesion of an acceptable sort could pos-
sibly be held in Vietnam except under
cease~tire condivions.

How, I ask the Senator from Wiscon-
sin, can the ballot box b~ used as an in-
strument in the areas of Vietnam which
are controlled by the Vietcong, unless
there be some modus vivendi, some
agreement, or some accommodation?
An election held only in Saigon would
prove butb little.
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I do not know whether the processes
of election are now possible. I hope they
are. I am not sure whether the leaders
of the military junta were ready for it.
I rather have the impression that an
election. is being forced upon them. But
it may be good to try, and I hepe that
the United States would lend every ef-
fort—indeed, would offer—in the interest
of a democratic expression of the views
of the peeple of South Vietnam, a cease-
fire for the period of a campaign and an
election.

As T recall, a period of a fortnight is
set aside for the campaign and the elec-
tion. I am not sure that such an offer on
the part of the United States would be
acceptable by the Vietcong, but let them
reject it.

I tock a similar view for a long while
before President Johnson's speech at
Johns Hopkins, in which speech he
finally offered to seek a negotiated settle-
ment.

I pleaded for that for months. Let
the other side reject negotiation for
peace, I urged. Let us stand for it four-
square. I mow find, as I have said
earlier, that the President’s peace offen-
sive has been successful in bringing world
public opinion more favorably to our
side. I do not say that it is fully or
predominantly on our side, but it has
been brought more favorably to our side.

If there are to be elections in South
Vietnam, which Secretary Rusk endorsed
in his testimony this morning, then let
us make an offer that would appear to
make them viable, offer a condition with-
out which they may not be viable.

I agree with the Senator that, if o
valid expression of public will in South
Vietnam were contrary to our wishes and
our interests, we would nevertheless be
bound to accept the result.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
response to the statement of the Senator
from Tennessee, I agree wholeheartedly
that an election without a cease-fire
would have far less meaning and less
significance than would an election with
a cease-fire.

A cease-fire is certainly what we should
strive for and try to achieve. However,
I feel also that the prospect of getting
a cease-fire so that an e¢lection can be
held is virtually nil. Perhaps I am
wrong, but to strengthen the Viectnam-
ecse would be the last thing that the Viet-
cong or the North Victnamese would
agree to. However, even if they did not,
it would seem to me that an election,
limited, and difficult as it may be, helil
only in the 25 percent of South Vietnam
controlled by the government, with 59
percent of the people in that area being
in any position to take part—if that is
the correct firurc—and with only a lim-
ited tradition of votin~, althouzh they
have had local elections which have becn
reasonably successful, weuld be an im-
provement on what we have now. It
would be some expression. It would be a
beginning. It would provide, if not a
more stable government, at least a civil-
ian gavernment with a possibility of the
government being more stable.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I concur
in the statement of the Senator. I agree
that a popular government in even a por-
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tion of South Vietnam, would be an im-
provement over an unabashed military
dictatorship, although I should prefer, as
I have suggested—and with which sug-
gestion the Senator agrees—conditions
obtaining which would permit a popular
expression in all of South Vietnam.
Nevertheless, I agree with the Senator
that, that failing, then an election in such
portion of South Vietham as is possible
would be an improvement over the pres-
ent situation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
welcome that statement very much. The
Senator from Tennessee is one of the
ablest, shrewdest, and most thoughtful
members of the Committee on Foreign
Relations. He is an expert in that area,
The Senator has served on that com-
mittee for many years.

The Senator has just visited Australia
and has returned from that country with
a fresh viewpoint., I very enthusias-
tically welcome his position that we
should not have this gloom and doom
attitude about an election. Many peo-
ple scem to feel that the worst thing
that could happen would be an election
in Vietnam.

I believe the Senator from Tennessee
is right in his perspective, understand-
ing, and knowledge in recognizing that,
while there are dangers and risks in-
volved, it is very possible that the situa-
tion might concelvably be substantially
improved, and that we at least would
have a situation in which there would be
a government with an elected legitimacy,
a government with some civilian con-
trol over the military. There would
be an opportunity for the people of
Vietnam to feel that they had some way
of expressing their view other than by
these debilitating and divisive protests
on whieh they have been relying,

Mr. GORE. I thank the able Senator.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr, President, I have
listened with some interest to the re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee, and particularly to the
Australian article to which he referred.

People always have different points of
view in any country. Xowever, I do
not have a hard time recalling a time
when Australia was tickled to death to
see an expansion of the American mili-
tary effort in the South Pacific. Port
Moresby was threatened, and indeed they
feared that the whole of northern
Australia might be iInvaded by the
Japanese.

The question here is not whether we
should permit elections In Vietnam. I
think that we must do so if that is what
they want. Other factors must be con-
sidered. - One such factor is whether the
elections will be free.

We could have a cease-fire and still
have the Vietcong sitting in the woods
with guns pointing at everyone, ready to
retaliate if the particular village involved
does not vote in the marnner in which
the Vietcong thinks it should vote.

A lot more than meets the eye is in-
volved in this situation.

THE SALE AND REPURCHASE OF
BOMBS
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish
to comment very briefly about a situ-
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ation which has been called to my atten-

tion by the Associated Press. .

It was disclosed that the United States
15 buying back from a German firm, Kaus
and Steinhausen Co., of Schweinge, Ger-
many, 7,662 of our 750-pound bombs for
8 price of $21 apiece. These bombs had
been sold to them 2 years ago for a cost
of $1.70.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at' this point in the RECorRD an
article entitled “United States Buys Back
at $21 Bombs It Sold for $1.70.”

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

UnNITED STATES BUYs Back AT $21 Bomses IT
SoLp For $1.70—5,670 SoLb TO GERMANS 2
Years AGo ForR Ferrtitizer Use BeiNG RE-
PURCHASED
The United States sold a German firm

7,662 bombs as junk for $13,738, 2 years ago

and now, in wartime, is buying back 5,670

of themn for $114,500.

The Defense Department provided this in-
formation In response to questions about
the transactions which Secretary Robert S.
McNamara sald Thursday indicated no short-
age of bombs for the Vietham war.

McNamara, disclosed the repurchase dur-
Ing a press conference to answer charges
by House Republican Leader GeraLp R. Forp
that the war has been shockingly misman-
aged and hampered by a bomb shortage.

McNamara denied this, polnting to in-
creasing tonnages of explosives being dropped
against the Communists In the southeast
Asian country.

Then the defense chief mentloned that
the United States wes buying back 750-
pound bombs from a German firm that
bought them in 1964 for fertilizer purposes.
‘The nitrates of bombs are plant nutrients.

In response to a question about the bomb
repurchase, McNamara sald with a laugh:
“Well, I would certainly hope we aren’t pay-
Ing more for them than we sold them for.”

The figures provided today show that the
United States sold the bombs for about $1.70
each and now is paylng approximately $21
aplece to get them back,

The United States halted production of
760-pound hombs, favored for most missions
in South Vietnam, In the mid-1950s after
the Korean war. Only recently did orders
go out for renewed production.

Due to the time required to tool up for
production, fresh supplies of the '750-pound-
ers aren’'t scheduled to be avallable before
July, although. the secretary sald he believed
the timetable can be accelerated.

The repurchased bombs originally cost $330
each, the Pentagon sald. A similar size today
costs $440.

Here is what the Pentagon said in response
to questions about the deal:

“In: March 1963 authorization was glven
to dispose of some excess 750-pound general
purpose bombs stored in Europe.

“In January 1964 and April 1964, 7,562 of
these excess 7650-pound bombs were sold to
Kaus & Stelnhausen Co., of Schweinge,
Germbny. At that time thls represented
about 2 percent of the U.S. supply of 750-
pound bombs. It was determined that the
storage space for these bombs could be bet-
ter utilized and the money it cost to store
and maintain them could be better spent,
This was a year and a half before the B-52’s
began bombing in Vietnam.”

The reply went on to give the prices.

Mr. ALLOTT, Mr. President, the See-
retary of Defense is quoted as saying that
these bombs were declared excess in
January 1964, when storage space was
short. He pointed out in defense of this
action that it was a year and a half be-
fore the B-52’s began bombing Vietnam.,
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This is one of the dozens of examples

available to us of how we have been
waging the war in Vietham. We have
been too little, too late and on again and
off again, until we have confused not
only the Vietnamese, but also a portion
of the world concerning our objectives in
Vietnam.
_ I doubt if very many members of the
Committee on Armed Services or of the
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria-
tions did:not believe in their hearts in
January 1964, and during that entire
year, that a buildup in Vietnam was in-
evitable. In fact, such a buildup had .
already occurred.

Yet here we were, disposing of bombs
in January of 1964, upon which we now
pay them a profit of $19.30 a bomb. Ido
not know how that comes out in per-
centages, but it represents somewhere
around a 1,000 percent profit we  pay
them for the bombs that we sold them
less than 2 years ago.

This has come from that great com-
puter factory across the river, the Pen-
tagon: The know-all, see-all, divine-all
of the future. :

How we could have been so absurd is
beyond me. I de not wish to go into the
many such matters, but I shall refer to
two instances which occur to me very
quickly,

In that same year of 1964—when I say
again, it should have been obvious to
everybody, even though Secretary Mec-
Namara may not have known it, that we
were going to have to have a tremendous
buildup in South Vietnam, or else lose
the boys we have there—what did we do
to support that buildup? We waited un-
til May of 1965, when we starting build-
ing the port at Cam Ranh Bay. Accord-
Ing to the recent testimony of the
Secretary of Defense before the Defense
Subcommittee on Appropriations, of .
which I am a member, that port is not
operational now, and will not be fully
operational until May. That is how we
have intelligently faced the problem of
South Vietnam and the war we are carry-
Ing on there under the great leadership
of the Secretary of Defense.

A NEW TYPE OF CARCGO AND
OBSERVATION PLANE

Mr. ALLOTT. To mention another in-
stance: For several years, there has been
discussion In the Defense Subcommittee
of the need for a new V/STOL type of
cargo and observation plane for use in
the South Pacific. Finally, after we had
beent discussing this need for at least 2
years, and perhaps 3, the Secretary of
Defense came to the Appropriations
Committee in January of this year, and
asked for the reprograming of several
hundred millions of dollars, a part of
which finally is to be used for that plane,
which the committee has been saying all
along we need—or many of its members
have—and which the Secretary of De-
fense now says has been long and badly
needed. I do not need to remind Sena-
tors that there are C-47’s over there now
equipped with machineguns; and this is
just another example of the kind of war
we have waged, with far too little, far too
late, sadly to the detriment of the wel-~
fare and the lives of our boys in South
Vietnam.
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‘Mr. President, I remind Senators that
i make this statement in the context that
i helieve we were there rightly, legally,
and correcily in the first instance; be-
cause the question of whether or not we
have elections involves whether or not we
shall have free clections, and also in-
voives whether or not we shall abandon
the principle of resisting the expansion
of communism throughout the world.
That is the real question, in my opinion.
1f there are to be free elections, and if
we are to step out, I say that it will be
tha biegest single loss of prestige that
this countrv has suffered in its whole
proud history.

But then, that is rather to be expected,
when we consider the loss of prestige we
suffered during the first Cuban invasion,
or that which we suffered at the building
of the Berlin wall, first the fence and
ihen the wall, in August of 1961; or when
we lonk at the subsequent action when
India took over by force the Portuguese
colony of (roa; or when we bowed down
in deep obeisance to Sukarno, and aban-
doned our friends, the Dutch, on West
Irian—which most of us know as West
New Guinea or Dutch New Guinea—an
area to which the Indonesians never have
had any political, social, economic or
¢thnie claim.

Such loss of prestige should not be
surprising. when we consider our back-
down on our brave words that we would
insist on inspections in Cuba, during the
second Cuban crisis, and the fact that no
one really knows today, I believe, what
the missile situation is in Cuba; or when
we top all this with the complete back-
down and turharound in the U.S. posi-
tion with respect to article XIX of the
United Nations Charter, which governs
the right to vote at the United Nations in
New York, in January of this year, even
alter our own position had been fortified
by a decision of the International Court
ol Justice.

B3ut even with all of this loss of face
and loss of faith of the world in the pur-
poses and sincerity of the United States,
if we should have to face the eventuality
that has been discussed on the floor to-
day, I say it will be the darkest single day
for the position of the United States in
the history of the world.

Mr. President, as to the matter of the
recent discussion on the floor with re-
spect to the right of the people of South
Vietnam tc choose and select their own
form of government, I am also concerned
about the rights of Americans to choose
and select their own form of govern-
ment: and I wish that the same yard-
sticks would be used by those who oppose
the present resolution with respect to
Americans that they are so anxious to
accord to the people of South Vietnam.

R TS BB, =

APPORTIONMENT OF STATE
LEGISLATURES

Tre Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 103
proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States to preserve
to the people of each State power to
determine the composition of its legisla-
ture and the apportionment of the mem-
vership thereof in accordance with law

and the provisions of the Constitution of
the United States.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, in 1964
and in 1965, when we had under consid-
eration in this Chamber other measures
to return to the people of the States the
question of the composition of their State
legislatures, I set forth my basic reasons
for supporling those measures. I have
found no strong reason to change my
position, and I have consequently co-
sponsored and warmly supporied Senate
Joint Resolution 103.

On prior occasions, T have deatailed the
story of what transpired in Colorado, in
regard fo the apportionment of our leg-
islature, beginning with the general elec-
tions of 1962. I wish to repeat that bit
of history today, because I feel it is so
instructive on the fallacy or the folly
invoived in depending on the Federal
courts to apportion legislatures, rather
than having the people of the States do
the job for themselves. Furiher, some
ignorance or misunderstanding of the
circumstances involved in Colorado has
been demonstrated in the Senate, and
1 should like to set the record straight.

In the general elections of 1962, two
proposals to change our Stat: constitu-
tion’s provisions concerning apportion-
ment of the legislature appeared on the
vallot. Both proposals were initiated
with the electorate.

I wish to emphasize this, because a
great deal of debate has taken place upon
the false premise that these were initi-
ated by a rurally controlled legislature,
when they were actually initiazted by the
people of Colorado under the initiative
and referendum clauses in our own Con-
stitution and statutes.

The procedure for initiating laws or
constitutional armnendments in Colorado
is quite simple. The proposal is submit-
ted to the secretary of state. He, to-
gether with the attorney general of the
State and the reporter of the State
supreme court, assign a ballot title and
submission clause to the proposal. If
the persons submitting the proposal are
dissatisfied with the titles or the sub-
mission clause, they may appeal the
matter to the State supreme court, where
it is placed at the head of the calendar.

The proposal is published in each
county. and any qualified elector is given
the right to challenge the title and sub-
mission: elause, and to appeal the matter
to the supreme court in the same way
that originators of the proposal may do.

Petitions for the proposal may then be
circulated, and the proposal will be sub-
mitted to a vote of the people if the
signatures of qualified electors equiva-
lent to 8 percent of the votes cast for
secretary of state in the preceding gen-
cral election are obtained.

Tt was in this manner that the two
proposals for constitutional amendments
relating to legislative apporticnment were
placed on the general electivm ballot in
1962. 'The proposals were not referred
by the legislature, as has been alleged
by some Senators. For example, the
junior Senator from Maryland, on Thurs-
day of last week, charged that a rotten
borough legislature in Colorado framed
the referendum on apportionment, and
framed it in such a way thatl the people
of Colorado were denied a falr choice,
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and, in his words, the referendum was a
farece. Ifind the Senator’s description of
events in my State offensive, and doubly
s0 because it is not accurate.

At any rate, two proposals went on the
ballot in 1962. Amendment No. 7 was
sponsored by a bipartisan grovp of dis-
tinguished and respected Colorado citi-
zens. The group included Xdwin C.
Johnson, known to many of my col-
leagues, a former U.S. Senator and Gov-
ernor of Colorado, and a Llemocrat;
another former Governor of Colorado,
the late John C. Vivian, Republican; Jo-
seph F. Little, lawyer and former Demo-
cratic State chairman of Colorado and
Democratic cochairman of Denver
County; Warwick Downing, an attorney,
Democrat; and Wilbur M. Alter, former
chief justice of the Colorado Supreme
Court, Republican. The amendment
provided for a house of representatives
based on population and a senate bascd
primarily on population, but toking into
account also the distinetive geographical,
economic and historical divisions of the
State, and maintaining a balance in the
strength of urban areas, suburban areas,
and rural areas.

Amendment No. 8 called for both the
senate and the house to be apportioned
on equality of population, although it also
recognized geographical features to a
limited extent by allowing a larger de-
viation from the strict population ralio
for mountainous senatorial districts.

Let me, at this point, correct another
misstatement which has been made here
in the Senate about our Colorado election
of 1962. It has been said that amend-
ment No. 8, the population-only plan
of apportionment, would have required
that in multimember distriets all candi-
dates for the house would have to run
at large. To be absolutely factual about
it, the voters of a multimember district
could, in a referendum, elect to divide
the district into subdistriects. The pro-
cedure for subdistricting was, in my
opinion, cumbersome, but it was unde-
niably an improvement over the consti-
tutional provisions which had thereto-
fore governed apportionment, and which
flatly forbade subdistricting.

T have gone into this detail, Mr. Presi-
dent, to show the errors which have been
made in discussing our situation in Colo-
rado by some of those unfamiliar with
it. I believe the record is now clear that
both proposals were initiated, not re-
ferred by the legislature, and that the
guestion put to the voters was a clear
choice between a population-only plan
and a weighted representation plan.

Amendment No. 7 was adopted by the
voters in that referendum of November
1962, by a statewide vote of 305,700 to
172,725. It won in every county of the
State—63 of them—including those
counties which the U.S. Supreme Court
held were underrepresented when it
later considered our apportionment.

Amendment No. 8, the strict popula-
tion plan—which was in line with the
consequent. Supreme Court decision—
was defeated by a vote of 311,749 to
149,822, or by a ratio of betier than 2
to 1.

So here we have two proposals appear-
ing on the same ballot, both initiated
by the people, not by the legisluture, both
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